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ABSTRACT 


Hypotheses regarding the effect of personal evaluation 
Dy TOLNers Cn Choice Of working conditions were tested. 
Reinforcement theory suggests that persons would avoid 
working with others who negatively evaluated them and, 
Instead would choose to work alone. In contrast, Maslow's 
theory of human needs (1954) predicts that negative 
evaluation would frustrate belonging needs so that a person 
would be more likely to affiliate with other individuals than 
to work alone. 

Conversely, when one is positively evaluated Maslow's 
theory suggests that this would give one the confidence to 
pursue achievement on one's own, enabling one to work alone 
rather than to affiliate with others. Reinforcement theory 
‘predicts an attraction to the source of positive reinforcement, 
that is, there would be affiliation with positive evaluators. 
Seventy-two female subjects were either positively, negatively 
or neutrally evaluated by two other girls. The evaluation was 
simulated on a video tape shown to the subject. The subject 
then could choose either to join the evaluating group, a 
group which gave a neutral evaluation, or to work by herself. 
In addition the effect of need approval on affiliation was 
moted. Finally, ratings of Liking for the evaluating and 


neutral group were obtained after the subject made her choice. 
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Vv 
The group assessment of the subject was found to be signifi- 
cantly related to her choice (p < .0005) and expressed liking 
Pomrcieeevalvating and neutraleqarcups (p < .001 and p= 201 
respectively). Those subjects who were negatively evaluated 
were more likely to choose the non-evaluating group, and 
those positively evaluated the evaluating group. Need 
approval did not significantly influence subject's choices. 
In the positive condition the results support the predictions 
of reinforcement theory, while in the negative condition the 


results support Maslow's predictions. 
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INTRODUCTION 


There 1s little doubt in most people's minds that 
unpleasant social situations are avoided. If the 
unpleasant social situation is found at one's place of work, 
Ehen One wl Pie stoOp coming =to work,. Rejection by Others 
is clearly unpleasant. It can lead to feelings of dissatis- 
faction, depression and alienation that can have a definite 
effect on task performance. For example, the factory 
worker who is ostracized by his fellow workers may end up 
quitting.* The lower-class student who reaches high school 
and finds himself surrounded by middle-class classmates who 
reject him may drop one In fact, acceptance by others 
appears to be a necessary precondition for adequate task 


performance. 


tior examples of the importance of integration to 
work satisfaction see: 

Robert Blumer. "Work Satisfaction and Industrial 
Toends 7 Dp. 223-249. "A Sociological Reader on Complex 
Organizations. Amita Etzioni, ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart 
ano. Winston Inc.), 1969. 

Elton Mayo and George F. Lombard. "Teamwork and Labor 
Turnover in the Atrcratte tndustry of Southern California’, 
Harvard Business School: Business Research Studies, 32: 
October, 1944. 

F. J. Roethlisberger and W. J. Dickson. Management 
and the Worker, Part IV (Cambridge: Harvard University Press), 
eye 

Edward A. Shils and Morris Janawitz. "Cohesion and 
Digantedratbionwi na wiewvehimachiain nwo ld War Liv) p. 280-315. 
The FPubbic Opanion Ouarterly, summer, L948. 
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We bees chanen Cc 1mOLexarand sn. PoOlk., “Programmed [or 
Social Class: Tracking Inetign school", Transactions, Vol. 
Vide eNO ee 2, OC TODSD, =e 7-0. 
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Maslow (1954) places human needs in a hierarchy, the 
satisfaction of lower level needs being a necessary condition 
for the full pursuit of higher level needs. An examination 
of this hierarchy reveals that the need to be accepted by 
others ranks above physical and security needs, but below 
the need for esteem.> Esteem need satisfaction is based.on 
feelings of mastery and competence, and achievement is the 
process by which one ee this feeling. In the case of 
achievement-seeking behavior, the locus of control is oneself. 
Social acceptance, however, is a reward that is conferred by 
others. The present study examines how the satisfaction 
or non-satisfaction of the need for social acceptance affects 
future behavior. The conceptual distinction between 
achievement and acceptance was operationalized so that 
‘achievement-seeking behavior was indicated if a person chose 
to perform a creative-type task by himself, and acceptance- 
eee behavior was demonstrated if the person chose to 
affiliate with others in a helping role with only the 
potential »forssocial-interaction available - and no direct 
task performance permitted. Maslow's theory suggests the 
hypothesis that social acceptance is a necessary prerequisite 
to the pursuit.of individual achievement. In)other words, aif 
a person is well-accepted socially, then he will possess the 
confidence to pursue task-achievement on his own. 


= Maslow. Motivation and Personality. (New York: 
Harper and Row), 1954. 
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An alternative prediction is suggested by reinforce- 
Mentvecicory. "According to operant conditioning principles, 
if social acceptance can be conceived of as a positive 
reinforcer, those individuals who are well-accepted by a 
group can be expected to repeat the behaviors which led to 
this reinforcer. This may entail not making other alternative 
responses, such as individual task-achievement, which might 
compete with 'group' social activities by removing the person 
Peontthe group for a “period ‘Or time.’ “Thus, in contrast to 
Maslow, reinforcement theory suggests that persons well- 
accepted by others will stay with the group, while those who 
are not well-accepted will strike out on their own or look 
for other groups. We are thus left with two different 
predictions. 

The present investigation devised an experiment to 
resolve these opposed predictions derived from reinforcement 
theory and Maslow's theory. Subjects were either accepted 
or rejected by others, then presented with a choice of either 
pursuing social interaction with-others “and not working on 
aptask> or of working by themselves@on the task. 1 is 
rather naive to assume that acceptance needs will 
be completely satisfied or not satisfied on the basis of how 
awpersone is treatedaby a group of Strangers for just,a short 
Pervoceot time. “lhe Mmeotrvational prererences.thatean 
individual has built up throughout his lifetime, and which he 
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as well. » However, it may.be possible that. accepting or 
non-accepting social evaluations, even of short duration, 

are more important determinants of behavior than personality 
factors. In addition, there may be an interaction between 
the two. In order to take into account these dispositions 
some sort of scale was required to measure how motivated 
subjects were normally to seek acceptance versus achievement. 
The Crowne ~-Marlow Bootes ee Scale (1964) was used 
for this purpose, as it was both easy to administer and to 
score. Also, there was a considerable body of literature 
documenting its validity as a measure of need for approval 
from others.” In general, we expected subjects who scored 
high on this scale to have a stronger motivation to affiliate 


with others. 


eee: 


Cer, Sarthnel and Dag... Crowne. wine need: for approval, 
task categorization, and perceptual defence." Journal of 
Consulting Psychology. 26254) —-555, 1962. 

ie Ke Conn and De ResGrowne.,. Instigation EO aggression, 
emotional arousal and defensive emulation." Journal of 
Personality ...G27163-170,, 19.64: ; 

Dae. sCrowne and Bk. otrickland. “The -conditioning 
of verbal behavior as a function of the need for social 
approval." Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1961. 

D. Ps Crowne and D. Marlow. The Approval Motive: 
Studies in Evaluative Dependence. New York: John Wiley and 
Sons 2nec., 1964. : 

D. Marlowe. "Need for social approval and the operant 
conditioning of meaningful verbal behavior." Journal of 
Gonsu Btang «<P sv cno LOGy 212.6 a/ 920 oA 92. 

D. Marlow and D. P. Crowne, "Social desirability and 
response to perceived situational demands." Journal of 
Gousu Linge Psevcuo logy... 25-7 L0S— 15, 2961. 

D. Marloweet al. "The approval motive, vicarious 
reinforcement and verbal conditioning." Perception and Motor 


Shrvlic. 09. 525-550, 1964. 
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In operational terms the present study examined the 
following hypotheses: 

id -oe(a)? Tiethestastessandeinterestss ofa thes subjects 
are evaluated negatively by others, then she will choose to 
work on a creative task by herself and to avoid the negative 
group (Reinforcement theory). 

1. (b) If the tastes and interests of the subject are 
evaluated negatively by others, then she will choose to be in 
the company of the non-evaluating group. (Maslow's theory). 

2. (a) If the tastes and interests of the subject 
are evaluated positively, then she will choose to be in the 
company of those who positively evaluated her. (Reinforcement 
theory). 

2. (b) If the tastes and interests of the subject are 
evaluated positively, then she will choose to work ona 


creative task by herself. (Maslow's theory). 


METHOD 


A. Subjects 


72 female undergraduates were recruited from Sociology 
courses at the University of Ablerta. Subjects were recruited 
on a voluntary basis, with assurances given by the recruiter 
that they would probably enjoy the experiment and find it 
interesting. Subjects ranged in age from 18 to 54 years, with 


most between 19 and 25 years old. Subjects were assigned 


under conditions of simulated group pressure as a function 
Of ste need for social approval. sJournal of Social Psychology. 
Social el 2862. Sep Saas 
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to one of six conditions, depending on whether their need 
approval score was high or low and whether they were to 

receive a positive, neutral or negative evaluation from others. 
The decision to use only female subjects was based on the 


fact that there were more female subjects available. 


B. Apparatus 


Two video monitors were used during the experiment. 
One monitor employed a split-screen effect, showing a two- 
person group on one side and a subject waiting by herself on 
the other. The second screen also had a split screen with 
a group on one Side and an empty table and chair on the 
ocner, "Thus, *all the “subject 's"ehoree toptions@for ‘the +fask 
performance situation were visually presented to her. At 
the beginning of the experiment she saw the pairs of 
individuals on the screens endaged in casual conversation. 
‘She then saw the experimenter enter one of the screens, hand 
S's personality profile” to one of the pairs and then leave. 
The pair looked over the profile and then made its evaluation. 
They then returned to their casual conversation which lasted 
until the experiment was over. The same procedure appeared 
on the second screen with the second pair of women. [In all 
cases, the groups were made up of confederates whose positive 
or negative evaluations to hypothetical profiles had been 


previously recorded on videotape. 


>see Appendix l. 
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a 
Other materials used during the experiment included 
the Crowne and Marlowe n-approval questionnaire® and a seven- 


point scale’ to rate “the degree of liking toward each group. 


ws Procedure 

Subjects came alone to the waiting room of the 
laboratory and were met by the experimenter. The experimenter 
asked the subject to sit down and answer the Crowne-Marlowe 
"Personal Reaction Inventory' and to fill in two copies of 
a sheet entitled 'Personality Profile'. All these sheets 
were marked '#6' by the experimenter in front of the subject, 
before the subject filled them out. The experimenter 
explained to the subject that this meant she was the sixth 
subject in this particular group and that after she completed 
filling out the sheets, she would be taken into the laboratory 
room, indicating a door with a sign on it which read: 'Please 
do not enter: Experiment in Session'. This was done to give 
the impression that other subjects were to take part. Various 
piles of books 'left' in the waiting room were intended to 
support this impression. The experimenter left the room while 
the subject filled in her answers and returned after the 
questionnaires were completed. Upon entering, the experimenter 


said that he would go and tell the others that the next 
6 ; 
See Appendix 2. 


see Appendix 3. 
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8 
subject would be in soon. The experimenter also instructed 
the subject to wait there and that he would be back shortly. 

This manoeuver accomplished two things: it provided 
additional reinforcement with regard to the presence of a 
group, and it also allowed the experimenter to go into the 
laboratory and turn ‘on the video recorder prior to bringing 
the subject in. 

Once the videotape was running, the experimenter 
returned to the waiting room and ushered the subject into 
the laboratory. The subject was told that the task had not 
yet started, that she was subject number six (there was a 
total of five subjects on the two screens), and that the 
task would begin once she chose one of the situations seen 
on the screen. She was told that the video monitors 
permitted the experimenter to sit in one place and observe 
the behavior he was interested in, in four different situations 
at once, and that it also gave her (the subject) the 
opportunity to preview situations she might be going to. 

The experimenter then explained that the reason the subject 

had been asked to fill in the 'Personality Profile' was because 
it might be useful for the groups to know something about her 
so that they could decide how best to use her should she 

decide to join them. The experimenter then told the subject 

he’ was going to give the profiles to the groups so that they 
could be looking them over while he came back and explained 


the task to her. He told her he shouldn't be gone more than 
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9 
a few minutes. Indicating a sheet of paper on the table in 
front of the subject. the experimenter stated that this was 
an explanation of the task, but that she needn't bother with 
it, as he would be reading it to her upon his return. ‘The 


experimenter then left. 


Assignment of conditions. The subject could see and 
hear the experimenter going to both of the groups. The 
reason for having all conditions visible on the screens was 
threefold: first it substantiated the experimenter's assertion 
that the video was set up so that he could observe all situations 
while sitting in one spot. Second, it ruled out the possibility 
that the subject might base her choice on a desire to be 
unobserved. And third, it ruled out the possibility that 
the subject might base her choice on a tendency to approach 
a situation which she had the opportunity to preview, rather 
‘than an unknown situation. The assignment of the accepting, 
non-accepting or neutral behavior occurred in the second 
two-person group visited by the experimenter. Prior to the 
experimenter's entrance, both groups were engaged in casual 
conversations. The conversations dealt with such topics as 
movies on television, courses taken at university and favorite 
pastimes. These conversations were interrupted by the 
experimenter who entered with the personality profile of the 
new subject. The experimenter apologized for keeping them 
waiting and said that it wouldn't be much longer before the 


task started. He then handed the personality profile to one 
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10 
Member of the group explaining: 
This is the personality profile of a new subject 
who may be joining you. You should look it over as it 
will help you decide how best to use her should she 
decide to join you. We will be starting in a couple 
of minutes. 
The experimenter then left the first group, and they made 
their neutral evaluation (they looked at the profile, made 
no comments and then put it down), returning to their casual 
conversation. The experimenter, by this time, had reached 
the second group where the same procedure took place. When 
the experimenter left this second group and was supposedly 
on his way back to the subject, they evaluated the profile 
either negatively ('Can you believe this person!' said 
derogatively and followed by a derisive snicker) or positively 
(‘I've seen this movie too. It was really good! I have a 
subscription to that magazine;) or neturally (they said nothing, 


just look at the profile and then put it down), after which 


they returned to casual conversation. 


faskeexplanation.§.ALter the,experimenter had returned 
to the subject he explained the task. The explanation was 
a smoke-screen for the real purpose of the experiment. The 
experimenter asked the subject to follow along as he read 
aloud the task explanation from the sheet in front of the 
subject. ° 

After reading the task explanation the experimenter 


told the subject that the task would take 30 minutes and that 


Sys Appendix 4. 
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1d. 
what he required from her was a snap decision, so that she 
could be assigned to a position and everyone could start the 
task. The experimenter pointed to the three alternatives on 
the screen that were available to the subject and asked what 
her preference was. . At this point, the experimenter got up, 
as though to lead the subject to her chosen condition, so 


that the subject was forced to make a choice. 


Post-experimental interview. Once the subject had 


made her choice the experimenter led her outside and asked 
her to sit down and evaluate the likability of each of the 
two groups. The subject was then told that the experiment 
was over. The experimenter then explained that he was 
actually interested in people's motivational processes and 
asked the subject why she had made the choice she did and 
why she hadn't made another choice. She was also asked if 
she had been told about the experiment, or if anything had 
Made her suspicious. After answering these questions the 
subject was completely debriefed. This consisted of showing 
the subject the apparatus, explaining how the experiment was 
run and asking for her evaluation of the experiment's 
Crecipvlicy. «inno case did a, subi ectsd1sbelieve the decepriion 


involved. 


Comment s,onsprocedune. s,it should be pointed out that 
theucredibility of the evaluations on the. tapes was not 


easily obtained. Seventeen separate takes were taped and over 
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A by 
an hundred subjects were run in pretrials and questioned 
concerning the credibility of the tape, the evaluations in 
particular. Additional checks on the evaluations were also 
made during the course of the experiment: The subject was 
viewed through a two-way mirror by the experimenter during 
the time when the evaluating group was making its evaluation 
of the subject's personality profile on the screen. Frowns, 
downcast expressions, nervous fidgeting and even tears were 
typical observations following the negative evaluation, while 
smiles and attentiveness to the group typically followed the 
positive evaluation. No change in facial expression or 
bodily movements was observed during the neutral evaluation. 
Subjects, after making their choice of working condition, 
were asked to rate the likeability of each of the groups on 
a seven-point scale.” Through an analysis of variance, 
evaluation was found to be significantly related to liking, 
providing further evidence of credibility. During the 
debriefing, each subject was shown how the experiment had been 
conducted and was asked for a frank ae eRe ene of the profile 
evaluations. In no case, did the subjects express disblief 
in the evaluation. Startled surprise was the typical 
reaction of the subjects when told the experiment was over. 
All these factors gave the experimenter confidence in the 
Preaworliry Of che Capes. Luria GOUDTZUl 16 che: Capes could 


be much improved. The evaluative comments made on the tapes 


9 see Appendix 3. 
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3 
might, however, be reinforced by the experimenter making 
Similar evaluative statements. This’ would add a status 
factor, but would also strengthen the evaluative conditions. 
This might particularly encourage those who are positively 
evaluated “to work alone. In addition, it might be interesting 
to have not only a neutral evaluation condition but a no 
evaluation condition, where the videos are turned off. This 
would allow us to guage the impact of visual stimuli on the 
subject's choice by permitting comparison with the neutral 


evaluation condition. 


RESULTS 


As Table 1 shows, the relationship between personal 
evaluation by others and choice of working condition on a 
creative task was statistically significant. Knowledge of 
the independent variable, evaluation by others, allows us to 
reduce our prediction error by 14%. True to reinforcement 
theory, those who were positively evaluated were more likely 
to affiliate with the evaluating group than with either the 
non-evaluating group or to work alone (58.3% made this choice). 
On the other hand, 62.5% of the negatively evaluated subjects 
chose to associate with the non-evaluating group. In addition, 
37.5% of the neutrally and positively evaluated subjects chose 
to work alone, while 20.8% of those negatively evaluated chose 
this option. "Z" test comparisons were made between the 


proportions in the neutral and positive evaluation conditions 
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THE EFFECT OF PERSONAL EVALUATION BY OTHERS 


ON CHOICE OF WORKING CONDITIONS 


Choice of Personal Evaluation 


Condition 


Positive 


Chooses to 
work alone 3 25S 


Chooses evalu- 


acing: group BGieo.e 

Chooses non- 

evaluating 

group 4.2% 

TOTAL 100.0% 
(24) 
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Negative 


20.83 
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62.5% 


100.0% 


(24) 


Average 
Neutral 
SE 5% Sis 93 
29.2% 34.73 
3338 Ce tek) 
100.0% 99° 9% 
(24) (2) 
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U5 
choosing to work alone and the proportions in the negative 
evaluation condition preferrring to work alone. In each 
case the comparison fell just short of statistical 
Significance (Z = 1.31, p.= 0.10). Thus, subjects who were 
negatively evaluated were more likely than subjects in the 
positive of neutral evaluating condition to affiliate with 
“some sort of group = thougn not tthe rejecting one. “hs 
lends some support to Maslow's hypothesis that persons who 
are rejected by others will have their belonging needs 
frustrated and consequently will seek out social support - 
though clearly not the support of those who rejected them. 

Table 2 shows that the relationship between need 
approve "anda choice of working condition i158 mot statistically 
Significant and that knowledge of need approval allows us 
to reduce our error in predicting choice by only 1%. There 
is a trend for those with high need approval to choose the 
evaluating group - 41.7% chose this option, while 27.8% of 
those with low need approval chose the same option. A "Z" 
test shows that the probability of getting a difference this 
great by chance is 0.10 (Z = 1.27). Subjects with low need 
approval, on the other hand, chose the non-evaluating group 
more often (38.9% of the time) as opposed to those with high 
Need savor oval who choses this vgroup 2/7 .3t of the jvime. ~ ithe 
probability of getting a difference this great by chance 
is 0.16 (Z = 1.00). The choice of working alone seems to 


be unaffected by one's level of need approval. 
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TABLE .2 


THE EFFECT OF NEED APPROVAL ON CHOICE 


OF WORKING CONDITIONS 


Choice of Need Approval Average 


Condition Low: High 


Chooses to work 
alone Sey os 30.63% 392 


Chooses evaluating 
group 21.8% 41.73% 34.73 


Chooses non- 


evaluating 
group 38.9% Ailes OS B35 s.3 6 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% OOr os 
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Table 3 shows that the interaction effect of personal 
evaluation and need approval on choice of working condition 
is statistically insignificant when the main effects of 
evaluation and need approval are partitioned out. Controlling 
for level of need approval only allowed us to reduce our 
prediction error by 1% more than if we had relied on personal 
evaluation alone for our prediction. 

Although the overall interaction effect is insignifi- 
cant, examination of differences between cells illuminates 
trends important to the theories being considered. Holding 
level of need approval constant, the results of Table 3 
show that for those subjects with a low level of need 
approval who chose to work alone, the difference between 
those who were negatively evaluated and those who were 
positively evaluated is insignificant (2 = 0.89, p = 0.19). 
The same holds true for those with high need approval who 
chose to work alone (p = 0.19). 50% of those S's with a low 
level of need approval who were evaluated positively selected 
the evaluating group, while only 8.3% of those with low need 
approval who were evaluated negatively did so. This 
aitterence is Ssigniiticant with p <« .01. The same trend is 
seen with those S's who possessed high need approval; 66.7% 
of those positively evaluated chose the evaluating group, 
while of those negatively evaluated only 25.0% chose the 
evaluating group. This difference is significant (Z = 2.10, 
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TABLE 3 


THE EFFECT OF PERSONAL EVALUATION BY OTHERS 


AND NEED APPROVAL ON CHOICE OF WORKING 


Choice of 
Conds 2i0n 


Chooses to 
work alone 


Chooses 
evaluating 
“Ge oup 


. Chooses non- 
evaluating 
group 


TOTAL 


CO 
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19 
associated with choosing to affiliate with the evaluating 
group. This supports the hypothesis derived form reinforce- 
ment theory. 

Choosing the non-evaluating group was strongly 
associated with being negatively evaluated for subjects with 
both high and low levels of need approval. This lends 
“credence to Maslow's hypothesis that those who are rejected 
will seek social acceptance. Those subjects with high need 
approval chose the non-evaluating group 0.0% of the time 
when positively evaluated, 58.3% of the time when negatively 
evaluated and 25.0% of the time when subjected to the neutral 
evaluation. The differences between negative and positive 
(Z = 3.1 p = 0.001), between positive and netural 


(Z 


1.78 p = 0.04) and between negative and neutral conditions 
ieee l.65, Pp = 0205) were all statrstically ‘significant. 
Those subjects with low need approval chose the non-evaluating 
group 8.3% of the time when positively evaluated, 66.7% of 
the time when negatively evaluated and 41.7% of the time 
when neutrally evaluated. The differences between positive 
and negative (Z = 2.95, p = 0.002) and positive and neutral 
eonditions (Z = 1:89, p = 0.03) were statistically significant. 
The difference between negative and neutral conditions, 
however, was not Significant (7 -= 1.25, p= 0211). 

Tables 4 and 5 show the sources of liking for each of 
the groups. It was felt that the evaluation should have a 


definite bearing on whether or not the subject expressed 
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TABLE 4 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR LIKING 


Source 


Need Approval (A) 


Evaluation by 
Others (B) 


Entsta@ Yo 


THE EVALUATING GROUP 


df 


66 


MS 


C20 Ls 2 


13734305 


O2ESO5 


0.4507 


0.0308 


29 GTIOLS 


0.4006 
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TABLE «5 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR LIKING 


THE NON-EVALUATING GROUP 


Source df MS F 


Need Approval (A) iL 0.8889 204729 


Evaluation by 


Others (B) Zz Leos05 D303 9% 
A x B 2 O20972 Oe fan 
: BGEOr 66 04.3586 


22 
liking for the groups or not, and this was found to be the 
Case -gtThesonly? statistical vesignificantisource!of 
variance for the liking of both the Evaluating and the 
Non-evaluating group was the evaluation itself. Need 
approval or the interaction between need approval and 


evaluation had no significant effect on liking of the groups. 
DISCUSSION 


When people are positively evaluated they pre- 
dominantly choose to be with the group that made that 
evaluation; when negatively evaluated they avoid the 
evaluating group. This finding supports the position of 
reinforcement theory, except that those who avoid the 
evaluating group choose the non-evaluating group, a choice 
that Maslow's theory predicts. The principle of generali- 
zation would lead reinforcement theory to predict avoidance 
of all groups in the experimental situation, while Maslow 
specifies that those who are negatively evaluated will seek 
the ‘company of others.' Insaddition S"s*were more apt'"to 
choose to work alone when positively or neutrally evaluated, 
although the results are not statistically significant. 
Another explanation for the observed affilitative choice of 
subjects when negatively evaluated can be derived from the 

u 


results of research by Schacter : who found that subjects 


subjected to anxiety preferred to be in the presence of 


oo Schacter. The Psychology of Affiliation, 
(Stantord: Stanford University Press), 1959. 
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others. ©*Hemattributed*this “preference to a desire on the 
part of the subject to compare his emotional reaction with 
that*oL-others"in avsimilar Seas en in order to guage 
its appropriateness. Maslow's concept of belonging needs 
is sufficiently broad enough to encompass Schacter's explana- 
tion as an explanation of the 'initial' behavior of a person 
seeking to satisfy his belonging needs. The advantage of 
Schacter's explanation is its greater specificity in terms 
of the present experiment's operationalization of affiliative 
behavior as merely being in the presence of others. 

It is clear from the data that knowledge of personal 
evaluation by others is much more useful in predicting 
affiliative behavior (seeking acceptance vs. seeking 
achievement) than is need approval. This is the case despite 
the fact that the evaluation was brief and made by strangers 
while need approval is supposedly a constant of one's 
personality. 

The present study differs from many studies of 
motivational states, in that the subject's choice of working 
condition had immediate and foreseeable behavioral 
consequences for the subjecte “in other cases; ithe subject's 
motivational state is defined by the interpretation of a 


Te Festinger) "A’Theory“of Social Comparison 
Processes," Human Relations, /: J17-140, 1954. 
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24 
score, either of fantasy material? or of personal habit 
descriptions!? by an experimenter and is unrelated to the 
experimental task in the eyes of the subject. The comments 
made by subjects in the post-experimental interview 
definitely confirm that those who chose the alone condition 
were also taking on an achievement-seeking role (e.g. ‘It 
seemed like a challenge.' "I wanted to see how well I could 
do.'). However, some of those who chose the group situation 
were not seeking acceptance, but avoiding an achievement 
TOley (e.g. st ccLdn Cwant to dor the tasks myself. “lt iwas 
Soo much Of am ettort to do the tasks."). A, greater variely 
in the nature of tasks while still allowing creative 
expression of the total person might alleviate these 
objections to the alone condition. 

In summary, while the results favor the predictions 
of reinforcement theory, there are indications that Maslow's 
theory is not to be entirely discarded. Positive evaluation 


coming from an actual peer group in a work situation might 


12560; 


oe We ALkInson. ANS LDC rOcucteioOns LO. MOL VatLon. 
(Princeton, N.J.2 Van. Nostrand) 7) 1964. 

De Ce McClelland. ThesAchieving society. (Princeton; 
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He Ae Murray ct al. op Orarl one Ine Personalty. 
(New York: Oxford University Press), 1938. 


See: 
D. P. Crowne and D. Marlow. The Approval Motive: 
Studies in Evaluative Dependence. (New York: John Wiley and 


Sons tines), 1964. 
A. L. Edwards. The Social Desirability Variable in 


Personality Assessment and Research. (New York: Dryden), 1957. 
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25 
increase the numbers choosing to work alone, particularly 
where individual effort is prized. It is surprising that the 
evaluations as short as they were, and coming from others 
identified simply as ‘other subjects' had such an impact. 
Further experimental work in this area would be well 


advised to take Schacter "s findings into account. 
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APPENDIX Li PERSONALITY PROFILE 
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PERSONALITY PROFILE 


i.) What is your favourite T.V. programme? 


2. What magazine do you read most frequently? 


3. What is the title of the best novel you've read recently? 


4. What was the last good movie you saw? 


Sa oWhateis your favourite pastime? 
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Personal Reaction Inventory 
Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal 
attitudes and traits. Read each item and decide whether the 


statement is true or false as it pertains to your personality. 
Mark Gach, accordingiviwith sitheruTearor F! 


I”. Before*votingrl thoroughlyninvestaqatetthe 
qualiGications GE all) the candidates. 


2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help 
someone in trouble. 


32. ltabsasomebimesrhardsforvme to gouonewith myework 
if I am not encouraged. 


4. I have never intensely disliked anyone. 


5. On O@casion fT have had doubts about ny ability co 
succeed in life. 


6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. 
7. $I am always careful about my manner of dress. 


8. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat 
out in a restaurant. 


9. If I could get into a movie without paying and be 
sure that I wasn't seen, I would probably do it. 


10. On a few occasions I have given up doing something 
because 1 thought too Little or my abuwiity. 


Ll.. iMikestofgossip at times: 
12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling 
against people in authority even though I knew 


they were right. 


13. No matter who i'm talking to, I'm always a good 
listener. 


14. I can remember playing sick to get out of something. 


15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of 
someone. 


16. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. 
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Personal Reaction Inventory. (2) 


aye 


Lgs 


19", 


20. 


Ble 


229 


23e 


24. 


26 


Zz Ore 


21s 


20 


Zoe 


30. 


Salts 


Sid. 


Se 


1 always try to practice what I preach. 


fea eet iniiert. particularly ait icule to get 
along with loud-mouthed, obnoxious people. 


I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive 
and forget. 


When I don't know something I don't at all mind 
aom Let liga: 


I am always courteous, even to people who are 
disagreeable. 


At times I have really insisted on having things 
my Own way. 


There have been occasions when I felt like smashing 
things. 


I would never think of letting someone else be 
punished for my wrong-doings. 


I never resent being asked to return a favour. 


I have never been irked when people expressed 
ideas very different from my own. 


I never make a long trip without first checking 
the safety of my car. 


There have been times when I felt quite jealous of 
the good fortune of others. 


I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone 
OLt. 


I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favours 
of me. 


I have never felt that I was punished without cause. 


I sometimes think when people have a misfortune 
they only got what they deserved. 


I have never deliberately said something that hurt 
someone's feelings. 
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a7 
PERSONAL REACTION TO GROUPS 
Evaluate the likeability of the group that appeared on 


the screen, when you were facing the screens, by circling one 
of the following numbers. 


l--------- 2-——-=-——= 323s Oe a ow as ms §--<------ 6==— ee =e 7 
like like like indiff- dislike dislike dislike 
very quite slightly erent slightly quite very 
much ey eerie a oat much 


In comparison, how would you evaluate the likeability of the 
other group; the one on the right-hand screen. 


[LASS Se YSIS 3---------- 4-------- 5--------- 6--------- 7 
like like like indiff- dislike dislike dislike 
very quite slightly erent slightly quite very 


much a bit api much 
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